
February, '21] TAKQl"ARY: FOU.BROOD LEGISLATIOX 121

of the beekeepers who were reported selling or moving bees had permits.
The remainder were warned and, in case any damage resulted to nearby
beekeepers, prosecuted and fined.

After one season's administration of the control of bee disease by
stopping such distribution at its source, namely, the infected apiary, the
beekeepers show no desire to return to the former free movement of
infected and uninfected material. On the contrary, there are many
letters on fill' in the officeindicating that beekeepers whose living depends
on honey production feel safe for the first time. They believe that even
if American foul brood territory is within a dozen miles, the regulation of
the movements of bees will keep the disease from spreading and they
hope that eventually the area cleanup method of control will eradicate
it completely.

CHAIRMANPADDOCK:We will have all of the papers in the sym-
posium before the discussion. The next is by Dr. M. C. Tanquary.

LEGISLATION FOR CONTROL OF FOULBROOD

By M. C. TAXQl'ARY, State Entomologist; Chief, Dildsiol! of Entomology, Agric. Exp.
Station, College Statiol/, Texas

I do not know in just what way the program committee intended for
me to discuss the question of legislation for control of foulbrood. But
since we are all interested in the control, and if possible, the eradication
of bee diseases in any way possible, I am assuming that the committee
intended that I should discuss the part that legislation might play in
bringing about the desired end, and to give in general some of the
important points that should be embodied in legislation for this purpose.
Iwish to say in the beginning, that the statements made in this paper

refer only to American foulbrood. We have very little or no European
foulbrood to contend with in Texas, and therefore I think it advisable
to leave the discussion of any special legislation referring to European
foulbrood to those states in which that disease is a menace. I believe,
however, that the laws should be so worded (and in every instance I
know of that is the case) that the person in charge of the work would
have authority to deal with all bee diseases.

RELATIVEMERITSOF EDt:CATIONALMETHODSANDOF REGULATORY
METHODS

Through correspondence and conversation with persons interested in
this subject I have learned that there are in general two methods of
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approach that are advocated for foulbrood control-the one being
through education and the other through the adoption of legal measures
for the control and eradication of disease. Some advocate chiefly the
one and some chiefly the other. The very firm belief of the writer is
that either measure without the help of the other will be a. failure.
The reasons for this belief are fundamental. Perhaps in a great many
cases educational measures might be all that would be necessary. In
other words, if all the beekeepers are made to understand the nature of
bee diseases and to know the possibilities of these diseases as a menace
to the beekeeping industry, they would be only too glad to take advan-
tage of this knowledge and to use the proper methods for eliminating or
reducing to a minimum all loss from such diseases. But because of
certain elements which go to make up the sum total of human nature,
there will always be a number of beekeepers br perhaps I should say
people owning bees, who either through carelessness, indifference, or
possibly through the possession of even more undesirable traits can be
handled in no other way than by the arm of the law, and this number
will always be large enough to prevent the eradication and complete
control of bee diseases through educational methods alone. Even this
perhaps comparatively small percentage, which refuses to be influenced
by educational methods, is in actual practice reduced to a still smaller
percentage by the knowledge that if they fail to be affected by the
educational doses, a still stronger medicine may be administered in the
form of legal compulsion.

As to the educationa,1methods which may be used, I would say that
every educational agency which can be brought to bear upon the
problem should be employed, such as courses in beekeeping in Agri-
cultural Colleges, state and county beekeepers associations, extension
service, farmers' institutes, special schools in beekeeping, printed reports,
circulars, bulletins, etc.; but in addition to all this, and I believe of
even greater importance than all this, the men whogoout to do the inspec-
tion work and control work generally, as authorized by the law, should
be men thoroughly competent to do whatever educational work is neces-
sary and should be men who would go out with the attitude of being
friends and helpers of the beekeeper rather than with the attitude of one
who goes out merely to do police control work. He should fall back
upon the authority with which he is armed by law, only as a very last
recourse, but in case it is necessary to attain the desired end he should
use his authority to the fullest extent. The methods followed will
naturally differ somewhat with the different people whom the inspector
meets. It can be seen from the foregoing that the inspector should be
not only a man competent .to do the educational work, but he should be
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a man who is actually interested in the welfare of the beekeepers. He
should have abundant tact to get along with all sorts and conditions of
men, and courage to face squarely unpleasant situations. I cannot
emphasize too strongly the importance of the right qualifications in the
men who are sent out as bee inspectors, becauseupon them willdepend
the success or failure of any method that is used.

ORGANIZATION FOR FOl..'LBROOD CONTROL

A discussion of the qualifications of a bee inspector brings up the point
of the entire organization for foulbrood control work. Here again I
find, through a perusal of the foulbrood laws of most of the states that
have such laws, that there are in general two methods, that of county
organization and that of state organization. For example, in a munber
of states the county commissioners of a county may, upon request of a
certain number of beekeepers within the county, appoint an inspector
and deputies to inspect the bees in that county. In one state such
inspector is supposed to inspect all colonies of bees in that county be-
tween May 1 and June 15of each year and is to receive no'compensation
except such as may be contributed by interested persons. Such a con-
dition of affairs of course reduces the matter of bee inspection and disease
control to a farce. There are a number of reasons why county organiza-
tion alone is unsatisfactory. For one, in probably at least nine cases
out of ten the county commissionerswould not be able to judge of the
qualifications necessary in a bee inspector; for another, such an arrange-
ment hopelessly ties up the matter of bee inspection with county politics,
for another in many counties a man suitably qualified for the position
would not be available, for another there would be no uniformity of
procedure among the counties of the state, and for still another there
would probably always be counties in which there would be no inspector
appointed, but which would contain foulbrood and consequently always
be a menace to the beekeeping industry in the rest of the state.

Taking into consideration the above statements, the conclusion is
drawn that county organization is bound to be ineffective and unsatis-
factory.

State organization is more desirable for the following reasons:
1. The work can be handled more uniformly, more effectively and

more economically.
2. The work is put beyond the influence of local politics.
3. The position of inspector is made a much more important one and

consequently men with better qualifications are attracted to it.
4. The v,'ork of the inspector can be more definitely correlated with

educational work along beekeeping lines being done in the state.
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5. The suggestions given by a state inspector are almost always given
more consideration by the beekeeper than if they came from one of the
beekeeper's neighbors.

6. Tbere are often personal reasons why a local inspector would
hesitate to take the steps which he would realize would be necessary in
order to clean up foulbrood in his county. Such reasons would not
be present in the case of the state inspector. .

7. By means of a state organization a general program extending over
a period of years could be mapped out, looking toward state wide
eradication.

In some cases a combination of local inspectors working with the state
organization may be used to advantage. In these cases the local inspec-
tor should serve especially one or more of the followingpurposes:

I. To act as a scout to detect first outbreaks of disease in his territory.
2. To make the necessary inspections in the event of bees being-moved

into or out of his territory.
3. To answer "Hurry up" calls for inspection in his locality in the

event a state inspector is not available at the time.

Local inspectors for the above purposes are particularly useful in large
states in order to save time and expense in travelling. I see no reasons
for confining the work of a local inspector by county lines, or for that
matter by lines of any kind within the state, excepting in a very general
way. I do not believe that the local inspection should necessarily be
given to anyone man. The person who has charge of the state inspec-
tion work should have power to deputize any qualified beekeeper at
any time to make any necessary inspection in his locality. By such an
arrangement, some one would always be available in any part of the
state for inspection work. The successful use of this plan would of
course necessitate a wide acquaintance among the beekeepers of the
state on the part of the person in charge of the work, but the nature of
his work would naturally bring this about.

During the past year we have had in Texas an excellent opportunity
to compare the results of the county inspection system with those ob-
tained by sending inspectors out from the office. One man on the staff,
Mr. C. S. Rude, gives all his time to foulbrood control work. In addi-
tion, this year we added to our force in June three young men who had
taken one or more courses in beekeeping in the Texas A. & 1,,1. College
and who had had excellent training for this kind of work. Two of these
men were graduates of the college and the other ranked as a junior in
college. These men were sent to those parts of the state where there
was greatest need for inspection, regardless of whether there were county
inspectors there or not. We were extremely fortunate in that Mr. Rude
and the three assistants all possess to a very marked degree those quali-
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ties which I mentioned above as being necessary in a bee inspector.
The results could hardly have been more gratifying. Their work was
thorough and they received the heartiest cooperation from the bee-
keepers themselves. ·Whenasked their opinion concerning the method,
almost without exception the beekeepers endorsed the plan. Many of
the county inspectors welcomed this plan, saying that they would much
prefer putting in all their time on their own work. Many of these county
inspectors arc men with a big beekeeping business of their own, and they
have done the work of county inspection more because of their interest
in keeping foulbrood down in their locality than because of what they
got out of it in the "'ay of salary.

The following few instances may be given of the results of this year's
work in Texas under the present plan. In one county a beekeeper a
few years. ago owned several hundred colonies. Foulbrood got into his
yards and he finally had less than twenty coloniesleft. He had given up
the idea of staying in the beekeeping business. One of our inspectors
spent a little over two weeks in his county and had every case of foul-
brood in his locality treated or destroyed. This man then declared that
he had changed his plans entirely and intended now to go into bee-
keeping on a big scale. Another beekeeper who lives in a county which
has had foulbrood for many years made the statement publicly that
"In our county we might have said in the past that Inspectors come and
Inspectors go but foulbrood stays on forever, but now for the first time
we feel that we have foulbrood on the run." A spring inspection of his
county re"ealed 200 cases of foulbrood. A thorough fall inspection
revealed but three cases, hvo of which wcre destroyed and the other
treated by the inspector. Just a few days before I left the office I
received a letter from two of our state inspectors in the southern part of
the state saying that they had discovered a foulbrood nest in that sec-
tion. One man owning 93 colonieshad 74 diseased, and there were also
other cases of disease near him. This report came from a county which
has a county inspector and which has been reported free from disease
for several years past excepting for one case which appeared in the
inspector's own apiary and which he destroyed. Many other similar
instances could be mentioned, but I think those given are sufficient.

Many of the county inspectors are good beekeepers and good inspec-
tors and have done most excellent work. The fact some of them have
not been able to locate and eradicate all the foulbrood in their county
or counties (some of them have more than one county) is not necessarily
a reflection on their :tbility but is more a reflection on the system. The
better beekeeper and inspector a man is, the greater his loss if he puts
in his time inspecting other people's bees instead of taking care of his
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own. One of our best inspectors was absolutely unable, because of the
rush of his own work, to do any inspecting whatever this year at a time
when another beekeeper in his county had to have 18G-!colonies of bees
inspected in order to move part of them out of the state temporarily.

With the idea of its leading perhaps to greater uniformity of foul-
brood legislation in the various states where beekeeping is of importance,
I am submitting a list of points which I feel should be considered in
forming a model foulbrood law. These points are not given in legal
phraseology, but are given in such a way as to be merely suggestive
rather than complete. I have an-ived at these conclusions through a
perusal of the foulbrood laws of most of the States of the United States
and through the experience of working with our own law in Texas.
I will say that there are a number of state laws at the present time which
embody most if not all of the points here.given.

THIRTEEN POINTS OFFERED AS SCGGESTIONS IN THE FOR::>U/','C OF A

STATE FOCLBROOD LAW

I. The organization for foulbrood control wmk should be a state or-
ganization and should be of such nature that local agencies or organiza-
tions could be utilized in case it is found desirable.

2. The entire organi7.ation should be as far as possible remoyerl from
state and local politics.

3. The work should be as dosch' as possible connected with educa-
tional and investigational work in beekeeping.

4. Provision should be made in the law whereby the person or ~>TOUp
of persons having charge of the work might IP.ake whatever rules,
ordinances or regulations are deemed necessary, and these rules, ordinan-
ces and regulations should have the full force and effect of law.

[I consider this one of the most important points of all. By means of
this provision, new regulations may be made from time to time as the
progress of the eradication should prove necessary or advisable. A
number of the best state laws have such provision.]

s. Provision should bc made for prohibiting the shipment into the
state of anything capable of transmitting foulbrood.

6. Provision should be made for prohibiting thE' movement or ship-
ment within or from the state of anything capable of transmitting foul-
brood.

7. Inspectors should be authorized to enter any premises during rea-
sonable hours for inspection purposes or for dealing with any article
capable of transmitting foulbrood.

8. Queen bees and attendants should be ship'ped only from apiaries
free from disease.

Q. Violations of the law, or of the rules, ordinances and regulations
made in accordance with the law, should be made subiect to heav\'
penalty. Interferring in any way with the work of the inspectors
should incur heavy penalty.
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10. Thc pcrson or persons having charge of the work should have
ample authorit\, to deal with all diseased material as he or thev deem best
undcr the circumstances. No 'compensation should be allowed for
destruction of diseased material, or material which for any reason is a
mcnace so far as bee disease is concerned.

IT. Selling, giving away, bartering, owning, keeping, or exposing to
other bees, any diseased material should be made unlawful.

1'2. The person or persons in charge of the work should have authority
to require that all bees be kept in movable frame hives. In case of
refusal to transfer, authority should be given to order the destruction
without compensation to the owner of all coloniesnot kept in such hives.

13. Sufficient funds should be available to make the foulbrood eradi-
cation work effective throug-hout the state.

CHAIRMAN PADDOCK: The next, by Mr. A. P. Sturtevant, will be
read by 1\1r.Ernest R. Root of Medina.

MIXED INFECTION IN THE BROOD DISEASES OF BEES
By ARNOLD P. STl'RTEVANT, SPecialist ill tke Bacteriology of Bee Diseases, Bureau of

Rntom%gy, United States Depurt11lmt of Agriculture

The two principal brood diseases of bees, European foulbrood and
American foulbrood, heretofore have not been found associated together
commonly in the same colony. The generally accepted belief has been
that it is indeed a rare occurrence to find both diseases under these
conditions. Sacbrood, on the other hand, is much more often found in
hTfeateror less quantity associated with either European foulbrood or
.American foulbrood, but seldom assuming dangerous proportions,
either alone or in conjunction with the others, Statistics for the past
few years, however, show that these cases of what may be called mixed
infection are probably more common than was previously supposed and
may account for some of the puzzling instances where colonies have not
responded to treatment in the customary manner, thereby causing
beekeepers to believe they have some new form of brood disease, or that
the disease is showing some new unheard of characteristics.

Cases of so-called mixed infections are not at all uncommon among
human diseases. 'Where this condition occurs, such as when a person
affected with typhoid fever develops pneumonia at the same time, it is
always the individual to whom the term mixed infection is applied.
It is a somewhat different matter in the case of the brood diseases of
bees. In the first place, so far as is known, the organisms causing these
two diseases, Bacillus larvae of American foulbrood and Bacil!us pluton
of European foulbrood, have never been found together in the same
individual larva. It is, therefore, the colony as whole which is to


